NOTE BY THE SECRETARIES _— 5 
_ to the _ 

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF a 

- . | | . . on 


- : STIS INTEGRATED OPERATIONAL PLAN 1368 Asrop-f2} (Ὁ) 


᾿ ‘Te enclosed briefing for the President by the Chairman 


- - 


. Joint ‘Chiefs of staff, presented on 13 September, 1961, is - . 
πτ' “circulated for information. © ᾿ς ᾿ ᾿ 


ΕΝ ΝΞ FP. J. ποῦ 
. - Κα ὅ, INGELIDO  ” 
C 5 ᾿ a ᾿ ΕΝ Joint Secretariat 


é 
° --- 
. meee wl wee 
| nes ----- 
---..« - 
—— — . =: 
- - - - 
- 
ν - 
ΝΜ 
-- - 
-Φ ᾿ Ε - . - 


-α ΙΝ 
ΩΝ 


DISPUT ION . PO 
‘ ἕω. ἘΞ -" - -- . . Η 
Gen. Lemitizer (nay | : . OG yt v 


ὃ Gen. Decker (CSA) 


. ᾿ : ° 2 
Adm. Anderson (CNO) — | ." ἶ ᾿ 


Gen. LeMay eens) 


Adm. Blouin (S/S). ΠΠΎὙὌΥῪΟσὡ Εν ᾿ 
᾿ 7 ; . δυσὶ ὦ πε ΩΝ teqzatod 
zt Soon ον ΝΣ ᾿ ἐξ πο Ὁ ΣΦ On ten ote δ 
705 φορόοβι. 2297 τ x τς oo 
RETURN ΤΌ ΣΝ Be το τορος ot yee, 
: Le APPIN τοὶ τ a os ere oo ks 
ria 


ater ST EI ee 


= ων τς 


=~. -“ 
- ome soe me τα, «ἀν ay rqrnrers ire ena eae eS eT Te Ree ESTE Dre ane apne - eS ee 
weiss ee ἘΞ φεσοσν. “το-τοτετετοσυτευσες ΣΟ ΣΣ ΕΣ ΚΈΛΛΑΝ ΠΌΣΙΣ — TOS Fe Come ΞΣΞΞΣΞ ΑΙ, oe ge CMLL. μετ κι of BDH GING 


.4 


τον BRISPING FOR THE PRESIDE .-. ὁ ᾿. -----. 
BY THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STP Ὁ Π᾿ 56-:|ῆ]Τ' 
᾿ ΟΝ ee τὶ 
+, THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF | : 3 
BINOLE ‘TNTEORATED OPERATIONAL PLAN 1962 ἂν = 
lie Ct “ASTORCGS): Te iy a ice 2 see te 


EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC REGRADING; 


| DOD DIRECTIVE 5200.10 DOBS NOT, 
APPLY 


a ΩΣ " tay vie) veo ) Sivas ANCEURATED rena Δ και, ΩΝ - 1902: (SL0r-o2) /O y 
"Chart 1 " The Single Integrated Operational Plan ‘(sr0r) ia the oy | 
ae JCS plan which provides for the optimum employment of the. ἡ - 4, 
. US atomic delivery forces in the initial attack of atrategit 
targets in the Sino-Soviet Bloc. | | 
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I shall describe to you the salient characteristics of 
this plan in terms of forces involved, targets attacked, and 
Shart mechanics of execution of the plan. First, however, I dDelieve 
4t will be useful to review briefly the circumstances and | 5 
actions which led to the drawing up of this plan. 


As a result of the technological advances in atomic mo, 
. weaponry - for example, it became possible for fighter-bombers 
to carry megaton weapons - and, as a result of the growth in 
δάσο of the atomic stockpile, in recent years the capability 
. ᾿ ῷ to deliver ‘atomic “weapons was extended to include, in large i 


munbers, the forces assigned not only to the Strategic Air 


Command but also those forces as stened to Commanders in 

Europe. Atlantic and Pacific. For exemple, a March 1960 
analysis of the senerel war atomic plans of these commanders» 
4ndicated that, cf a?? the targets firmly scheduled to be 
struck, about half t:ere planned for strike by SAC forces 

and about half by the forces of the other commanders. 

Further, t2rcets «were often of interest to more than one 
commander. Consequently, Ὁ was clecr that very close pre- 
“planning ‘coord'tnation was required to ma.imtze the effectiveness 


*“ each delivery ventcls and to eliminate unnccesscry duplication. 


an recognition of the nature and level of effort by all 

' commanders with respect to atomic strikes, measures were taken 

‘by the JCS to coordinate those efforts to insure direction of ; 
appropriate level of effort against each target and to avoid 


interference among forces enroute te and over targets. 
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. a. Coordinating instructions were issued by the JC3 ᾿ 


in their Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan, the besic 


e 


Guidance to the commanders upon which they base their 


war plans. 


which the commanders were to coordinate among themselves: 


their atomic atrike plans. 
c. Joint Soordination Centers - one in England and 
one in Hawail - were established to assist in the 


elimination of interference among striking forces. 


Underlying all coordination efforts was the growing 
atomic threat posed by the USSR. All concerned with atomic 
planning were determined that optimim utilization should be 


made of all elements of the US atomic forces. 


- However, ἀν became generally recognized that the 
coordination machinery was not producing the pre-D Day 
coordination results that the increasing atomic capabilities 


of our commands required, and certain corrective measures were 


initiated by the JCS. As a further development, in mid-59, 
4n the course of studying the matter of employment of POLARIS 
submarines, the Secretary of Defense (Mr. Gates) became aware 
of and took an active interest in the problems associated 
with the planning and execution of-atomic strikes. Mr, Gates 
asked that the JCS study and report tc hin on those problems. 


In August of 1959, General Twining, then Chairman of 
“he JCS, placed before the JCS some eighteen questions, the 
answers to which he felt would make strong contribution to 


solution of targeting problems. Those questions essentially 


were as follows: | 


ὃ. World-Wide Coordination Conferences were held at 
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Chart 5 


Chart 6 


ds “What should it be? 


2. What categories of targets. should it cover? 
3. What: “agency “should develop 1:7 Maintain it? 
ἃ. “What. agency. should review and approve the policy? . 


On the subject of an antegrated operational plan for _ 
strategic nuclear’ operations: 

5. Do we need such a plan? 

6. What agency should develop it? Review and approve it? 

7. Should non-all weather systems attack strategic 
targets? If so, under what conditions?: 


. 


8. Should carrier forces have H Hour strategic targets? 
9. If carrier forces are relieved of strategic targets, 
how do we state their nuclear mission? | 

10. Is there an immediate need for a Unified Strategic 
Command? ΝΞ 


ἱ 
1). Is a Unified Strategic Command desirable in the future? 
12. If we do not form a unified command now, should 
POLARIS and SAC Plans be integrated? 
13. If so, how? 


On the subject of operational control of the atomic 
etrike forces: | 
14. Should unified commanders have H Hour strategic targets? 
- 15. Should: Joint War Room Annexes and Joint Coordination 
Centers be continued? 


16. What additional measures would improve coordination? . 


. “Questions 17 and 18 pertained to operational analysis 


‘and war gaming. 


~ Chart 


_which the United States retailatory forces must olearly be 


Chart 10 


the US prevailing in general war. 
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an ‘auyooruceu nid BOUL BECUN BLY VEU beg μὰς std Ww dewawes - 
of targeting "problems was 8 etudy conducted by the starr of . - Ι / / / 
the Net Evaluation Subcommittee, under the direction of " ᾿ τ 
Lt General Hickey. That study, known as Study No. 2009, was) 3 
te establish, for the 1963 time period, the relative merits, 


from the etandpoint ‘of deterrence, of retaliatory efforte 
directed against: 


a. Primarily a Military Target System. . | “ 
Ὁ. Primarily an Uroan-Industrial Target Systen. 

- ᾿ = ᾿ - ; 
c. An Optimum-Mix of combined Military and Urban- _ Ξ 


Industrial Target Systems. 


Also, Study No. 2009 was to determine: 


a. The minimum number of enemy targets, -by category, 
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capable of destroying or “neutralizing in order to achieve = 
the objective of prevailing in general war. 

b. The US retaliatory forces required to neutralize 
or destroy this minimum number of targets. 

c. The adequacy of the required retaliatory forces to 


contribute effectively to the national objective of deterrence. 


In essence, the conclusions of Study No. 2009 were 4s 
follows: | “ 

a. Of the target systems studied (Military, Urban- 
Industriai, and Optimum-Mix) the Military alene and the. 
Urban-Industrial systems. 2lone had certain shortcomings. No major 

4tations were evident relative to the Optimum-Mix System. <—- 


Succeesful attack of the Optimum-Mix System should result in 
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Chart 12 


Chart 13 


Chart 14 


“b, Forces programmed tor the 1963 tine period 1 would be 
adoquate to deliver the necessary weapons on each target, at 
ἃ level of assurance between 75 ard GO peroent. 

4. The range of retaliatory force structures providing 
deiween 15 ari 90 percent assurance, under the assumption of 
surprise attack, should provide effective deterrence to general 
war in 1963. | ; | - 


On 12 February 1960, the President approved the concept 
of the Optimum-Mix Target System, for a minimim of 75 percent 
assurance of delivering a weapon at each bomb release line, 
us described in Study No. 2009. The President aiso referred 
Study No. 2009 to the Joint Chiefs of Staff as a basis for 
planning. 


In August 1960, following consideration by the Joint 


__ Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of Defense of the matters - 


covered by the Eighteen Questions and of Study No. 2009, 
there was issued the JCS National Strategic Targeting and 
Attack Policy. 


The intent of that policy was to provide guidance for 


the optimum employment of appropriate US atomic delivery forces 


in the initial attack against the Sino-Soviet Bloc. The basic 
objective of the policy was to establish an essential national 
task to be accomplished under the several conditions under 
Specific Objectives are: 


a. To destroy or neutralize Sino-Soviet Bloc 


which hostjlities may be initiated. 


” strategic nuclear delivery capability and primary 
military and government controls of major importance, and 


b. To attack the major urban-industrial centers of the 


8ino-Soviet Bioc to achieve the general level of destruction 


as indicated in Study No. 2009. 
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᾿ objectives just shown. 
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| a Mutlonal Stretesic ‘Target List (NSTL). and a Single Integrated 
᾿ Operational Plan. (SIOP) were to be developed to provide for — 
_the integration of committed forces for the attack οὔ. ἃ minimum 
Uist of targets, the destruction of which would accomplish the 


" General Thomas Power, CINCSAC, as agent of the Jcs, was 
designated Director, Strategic Target Planning (DSTP) and was 


directed to organize a joint staff to develop and maintain the. 


NSTL andthe SIOP. The NSTL and SIOP were to be submitted to 
the Jcs for approval. The commanders of the unified and — 
specified comnands were directed to commit appropricte forces 
to attack of the targets on the NSTL, to insure execution of 
those attacks, to program no attacks against targets on the 


| NSTL except as provided in the SIOP, and to provide permanent 


senior representation at the headquarters of the DSTP for 
participation in the preparation of the NSTL and the SIOP and 


for liaison purposes. 


Under. the Wetionn) Strategic Targeting ana: aveack roucy, - 


Damage and assurance criteria were specified in the policy. 


Also specified were constraints to be observed in the programming 


of weapons, in order to protect friemily forces and allies. 
Constraints also were prescribed to be observed in the 
Satellite areas, toward avoiding the alienation of potentially 
[riendly populations who are assumed to de not responsible for 


the acts of their governments. 


‘s Pursuant to the National Strategic Targeting and Attack 
- “τῇς Single Integrated Operational Plan for 1962 was 
prepared. On 2 December 1960, the plan was approved by the JCS 


‘and the Secretary of Defense, and was made effective on 
15 April 1961. 
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gaia ve) CL @hadl now desoribe for you some of the methodology ot ΝΠ 
ae “eaployed in developing the National Strategic Target List and 
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The NSTL was developed from a List of more “than 80, 000 


"potential tarcets in the Bombing Encyclopedia. This list was 


analyzed, screened and finally reduced to 3729 installations 


bow... 


o - which were determined to be esvential for attack. Many of 


these are co-located in target complexes. A 0GZ, or desired — 
τονε τ 1. Ground tar, can δά located ao that saverat installations my" 
ΟΝ - - be destroved δὲ neutralized by a Binisie weapon. 
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Thus the total 
7. , of 1060 DGzs covey the 3729 installations in the NSTL." 


— - 


A breakdown of DGZs by country is shown on this chart. i 
ie ae rn mn ? 


ot Editor: The numbers and locations of! ‘tiszs 


wor τ᾿ were deleted from this document ; τ Acco¢@ing to” 
- --.--: ‘Rowen, former Deputy AssiStant SéGretary of Defen 
| "the countries targeted in the SIOP have bee 
- the People's Republic | of China, and alltes Of, 
G | two powers ‘in Eastern Europe and: elsewhere. " 
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| } this map will give you a feel for the geographic Ε 
distribution of DdZs within the Sino-Soviet Bloc. Each red 
circle represents one actual DGZ. No attempt has been made 


Chart to differentiate as to size or importance. 
“OTF } 


Now to the Plan itself. Porces of the unified and 
apecified commands participating in attack of these targets 


τι are as shown on this chart. oS porte es 


Cher Strategic Air Command 
. Pacific Command ᾿ 
ξ τ _ Atlantic Command 


European Command 


‘Alaskan Command 


ΕΝ em 


[Editor: The number of nuclear weapons committed to SIOP-~62 in 
uty from U.S. commands was as follows: 


Day-to-Day Fully Generated 
Alert | Alert 
Strategic Air Command 1,246 © 2,180 
Pacific Command .: | 84. ᾿ — 421 
European Command 178 489 
Atlantic Command 32. 177 
42 


For details, see the chart reproduced above, p ] 
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᾿Β1ῸΡ forces are launched from a “total of: 112 2 bases. 


There are kg bases in the US 
de ω- aL. 


7 all Strategio Air Command forces. 
| (deleted) ᾿ 


; Shown here are bases in the Pacific area 
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Launch bases in the Atlantic and. Buropean areas are 


shown on thie chart. (delet d) {Editor:. The offsicial ἢ story of . 


“the Strptegic™ "Air-Commahd notes that in 196l,khere were 46 


SAC -bages in the Continental United States’ as ell aS |basés in 
Cb 


Puerto Rico, Newfoundland, and Labrador. Additional 


were lacated in the Unitéd Kingdom, Morrocco, ppain, and G 


‘The reget ‘of. the 112 base$ used for SIOP-62 were those 
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Operational Concepts. 

The ‘Targeting and Attack Policy prescribed that the-SIOP 
provide for the initial attack cnly. “Therefore, the. foremost 
objective in integrating these forces was to attain the highest 
probability of puccess with this initial attack. This has been 

accomplished by: ΝΕ 
Cross Targeting of aircraft and missiles on a common 


. target system, considering the capabilities of each systen. 


Launch bases were considered from a standpoint of location, 

‘vulnerability, and distance from the target area. A specific 
base survivability factor is not in the plan. ‘However, 4¢ is 
—vacognized that many bases will. come under enemy attack. 

This. cohsideration caused the selection of weapon delivery 
vehicles from different types of bases, as well as different 


geographical locations, in order to achieve the best 


probability of delivering a weapcn. 


aSeS 3 


- _ 


.. other ‘cOmmands listed abgve the Pacific Commang, the A lantic , 
_ Command, European Comman¢ and Alaskan Command. - : 
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Route Coordination was accomplished, as well. es 


᾿ eentrolled timing. This helps us to avoid defenses ani to 
' take advantage of results of weapono already dropped. ° 


Time Over ‘Target Coordination was effected. Target 
times are controlled to avoid target conflicts and to insure 
that we do not destroy cur own delivery vehicles. 


- Boonomical Weight of Effort 1s applied through the 


integration’ of all forces directed against a single target list. . 
| The weight of effurt against each target 15 consistent with 


the worth of that target and the assurance desired on each 


target. As a result, unplanned duplication has been- eliminated. 


"Optimum Strike Effort Base on Preparation Time is 
accomplished by a series of options which provide the JCS - 


with ἃ means of applying the maximum number of weapon carriers 


‘which can be generated for any given time. Warning time, 


whether 4t be in minutes or days, is the key to succeas ‘of 
the plan. Therefore, heavy emphasis has been placed on 
tactical warning and quick reaction of the coumitted forcess 
Full strategic warning is also provided for. | 


‘Targeting Sequence. _ ΝΕ . 
All forces have been targeted in the order of their 


arrival in the target area. The sequence of targeting was 


first, the ballistic missiles; second, forces: taunching fron 
forward areas; and last, forces from the ys 

The first group of forces to be targeted was that 
identified and maintained as the Alert Force, which was 
applied unde conditions of tactical warning against highest 


r- : targets. 


Next to be targeted were the Follow-on Forces. The 
Follow-on Force is that portion of the committed forces which 


are not maintained in a condition for immediate reaction. 
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“Warning time 18 required to ready this force. The Pollow-cn ἰ Ι y | 
7 Force is targeted to take advantage of the Alert Force strike; 
(+ ο Amprove the probabilities on targets scheduled for strike 
9 oo “by the Alert Force; and, as ἃ result of a larger force asia ΝΞ 


- available by preparation time, 1t is used to expand tarret 
coverage. 


Chart 25 . _.. 


The penetration and delivery capabilities of all weapon - ᾿ 


᾿ ae 


- systems in the plan vere analyzed and applied to insure 


t 


the highest probability of dclivering at least one weapon 


a on ‘each target. | The number of weapons scheduled against each 


od 


. ground zero wag détermined by the target characteristics 
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and the desired assurance of delivery. Weapons were then 
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scheduled until the desired assurance was ébtained at each 27 εξ 3 a 


target. bomb release line..-: -- ΜΝ ΠΝ 
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: | ‘The final factor considered was that cf maximum 
exploitation of the following factors within each force: 
reaction capability, launch locations, range capability, and 


_ weapon and system variety. 1 will cover some of these items in 
greater detail. 


Chart 26 Reaction Capability. | 
᾿ Primary consideration was given to the quick reaction 
capability of the Alert Force, responding under conditions of 


tactical warning. The planning criteria for tactical warning 
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That portion of the SIOP force requiring time to prepare. 
for launch, which I have previously idenzified as the Follow-on 
Force, has been assigned launch timing based upon the generation 


or preparation rate of the aircraft and missile systems concerned. 
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= x τ nere are the weapons platmed for aircrart delivery. 


Chart 28 And by missile. si ἢν ἃ τς I} ve 
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programmed force changes during the life of this plen. 
~ Practically all commands have weapon systems phasing into a 
out of their inventory during the next 12 months. In SAC, ' 
oO additional ATLAS and TITAN units are becoming operational, and 


other systems are being phased down. In Europe there are changes 


-in the MATADOR-MACE program. CINCLANT is scheduled for addi- . 


on. " _ tional ‘POLARIS capability. | 
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Chart 29 Bs In order “to elas a degree of grap asty & to the ΠῚ 
yet effectively provide for the employment of 411 forces, 
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᾿ ως  6ystems scheduled for operational readiness at any time during _ 
τς the plan life have been assigned a’target. ~ oe ae 
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An additional consideration in regard to force commitments 


. 


was the identification and coordination of forces assigned to 


OS 
OTE 
2 oe SACEUR, both US and non-US. Those forces have been targeted we 
: | | | . odes 
in a joint effort, with consideration given to the SACEUR NATO ἜΣ 
᾿ ᾿ ἱ p= 
commitments. Those forces will respond to common Alert and oe 


Execution Reference Hours and will accomplish prior coordination 
with the Omaha planning stuff on all program changes. The 
weight of effort of these forces, both US end non-US, has been 


~ 


4ncluded in the plan. 
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| Under normal pengttrens, she carrier forces of CINCLANT 

8 (the “Second Fleet) mou not be in launch position. That 45, 
they would be operating off the East Coast of the US or in port. 

However, to provide for the eventuality that these forces may 


be ordered into their Launch area, Dolla 3 4 targets 


have been assigned if order to capitalize on their capability. 
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Chart 31 
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τσσππττο. Under conditions of strategic warning these carrier ὁ } Δ δ | 


7 forces willbe in position, and. under this condition delivery - 
probability has been assigned and weight of effort of these 


-~ 


forces computed. - - 


0) Non-All Weather Forces. _ ΝΣ ἐσ νι σῶξΣ Ὁ 


Twenty-two percent of the force, carrying sixteen percent 

ΟΣ the weapons in this plan, are of a non-all weather category. 

- In order to apply realistically the weight of effort represented ; 

by these forces, ἃ planning factor was developed for the : 

probability of these forces making correct target identification a 
“during conditions of bad weather and darkness. (This factor " ' 


was applied in determining forces necessary to provide the ~ . 
desired assurance. . 
: ΝΘ ΞΕ a er 
_ Gs : ες τς μξ᾿ εἰ τ 
-- - ‘Tactics programmed for the SIOP are in two principal οἱ " 
| ὔ τι 1 
categories - the penetration phase and the delivery phase. 7 A$? 
: . | 1 σε: 
In the penetration phase, the pian considers degradation of dees 
those defenses that offer the greatest threat to our forces. ie ge 
Peripheral defenses are scheduled to receive the first weapons. eee 
. | ον ERE: 
Subsequent arriving aircraft then bomb deeper defenses and ᾿ Pee 
- ΜΝ Set 
primary targets as the force penetrates. The attack becanes ᾿νε 
᾿ 223: 
- δ progressive development, following the principle of “bomb Vie 
C (eet 
as you go." 1 (ae 
| ἐς fear 
Rego esd 
Rol1l-back of the target system in this manner, within a (eae 
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selected geographical area, 15 called ἃ "corridor." These 


corridors vary in width from (Addl) ” [ttn defenses — 


degraded within and for a (de\tdjiatatance on either aide. 
This distance represents potential ground -controlled 


‘ interceptor coverage within the corridor. 
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Chart 34 


το maximum possible use of low level flight. 


Jhese provide the capability to immediately launch variable- 
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In those areas where, due to extensive Soviet defenses, 
roll-back of the target system or establishment of corridors 


is impractical, penetration is acheduled to be accomplished by 
Ν 2 " ‘ ee 
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In the delivery phase, ieneazed assurance has been 
obtained through the assignment of different delivery systems 
to the same target, by diversified tactics, and by cross- | 
targeting on @ common target system with consideration given to a | 
the capabilities of all systems in terms of reaction, circular | 


error probable, yield, and launch location. 


Optimum Launch Timing. 
Should warning time be available, procedure has been 
established to designate the size of the strike force for 


4mmediate launch and to establish the timing of the entire force. 


We accomplish this timing througn execution options. 


-orces as a function of preparation time and also provide 


proper timing for each size force. 


- 


In this Pian, 14 options have been established. Option ἫΝ 
is the Alert Option. Options 2 through 13 are based on 
nreparation times of up to 14 hours. Option 14 1δ the ~ 
Strategic Warning Option and pre-supposes a minimum of 14 hours' 
preparation with no maximum time established. 
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- . This chart 4llustrates the option assignment based upon 122: 
. preparation time and the increase in available delivary systems 
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under each successive option. The left column lists the - 


evicted Mites “UCLVII. 


option mumbers. The center column indicates hours after cs 
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Alert Hour, The right column Andicates the additional delivery oy 


“systems brought to ready status during the respective ‘period. 


Thus, under Option 1, the Alert Option, there are 1004 

delivery syotems capable of immediate launch. They carry ΝΙΝ of 
1685 weapons. In the event of surprise attack and only — 

- ΝΙΝ 15 minutes warning, 4t would be essentially the Alert Force 


which would constitute our retaliatory force. Ir one ‘hour of 


" preparation time 18 available, an additional 95 systems will 
_ have been prepared. At the end of six hours of preparation 
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time, 1658 delivery systems will be _prepared for launch under 


a, -.. - -.- oe ---... . 


Option 7 7= Option 14 completes the force with a total of | 


2244 delivery systems generated and ready for launch.. carrying | 
a total of 3267 weapons. 


Chart 36 NATO and SIOP forces use a common reference timing systen. 
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Chart 37 “The JCS wihl designate A,Hour ϑαδεάν upon: 
᾿ 7 » 


_ Ὁ. Available intelligence, 
Ὁ. Recommendations of unified and specified commanéers, 
or cc. Declaration by unified and specified: commanders of an 
Alr Defense Emergency 
το ΕΣ or 


Defense Emergency. “ 
14 


pee te 


_The JCS will designate E Hour and the appropriate. 
execution option: * (Editor: Execution] - 
After consultation with appropriate commanders 
“and the Director, Strategic Target Planning, if 
* feasible, and 


Ὁ. After receipt of authority fron the President, 
including withhold instructions. 


Unified and specified commanders may launch aircraft 


under positive control, a "Fati-aate’ system, edvising the JCS. 


Unified and ‘specified commanders may, after E Hour, 


: Jaunch forces in advance of scheduled launch time but will 
‘avoid other scheduled SIOP strikes and will inform the Ics. 
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FLEXIBILITY 
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~~ fundamental characteristic of tha current SIOP is 
that it provides for attack of an Optinum-Mix Target Systen. 
This follows the conclusions and the Presidential decision 
relative to Study No. 2009 that an optimum-mix of both military 
and urban-industrial targets must be successfully attacked ὌΝ 


order for the US ultimately to prevail. Consequently, the SIOP 


is designed for the accomplishment of this total essential task. 


This embraces such things 465 timing and routing of attacks £0 


that the maximum.mutual support of the attacking forces is 


achieved. For example, tactics of follow-on forces relate 
_arectly to results expected to oe achieved by earlier-arriving 


forces. ~ 


* Thus, basically, the SIOP is designed for execution as 


a whole. 
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certain flexibility - some of which is built into the pian oy 2.5 
design, and some of which, although not included in the 124. 
@ | . Gesign of one Plan, is inherent in the mechanian for ἐὐπυξδα | 
2 of forces committed to the plan. 


Chart 38 The plan 18 8ο designed as to contain the following ΩΣ ᾿ 
flexibie features: . | . 
a. It may be executed as a total plan 
: ᾿ .. (1) In retaliation to a Soviet muclear strike of 
| the US, or 


a? 


. - oe Rae Ὁ ἈΞ a preemptive measure. - 3 


εν - "(Phe batitetic missiles ἐοἐ εὰ by the plan are 


assigned alternate targets for the two conditions 
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of retaliation and ae eae 
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τ pain eee - Ὁ. Strikes can be withheld against targets in any or | 
all of the Satellites except for éefensive targets. 
(Also it would be possible to direct withholding of 
strike of all targets in the Satellites, providing the 
CIN"s are so notified sufficiently in advance of E Hour 


to permit alteration of existing plans.) 


In addition to the above designed flexibility, because 
of the positive control we ἘΠΕ over our nuclear forces, | 
it would be possible to direct that attack be withheld against 
any specific category or categories of targets in any AREA: 
For example, it would be poseible to order that no direct — 
attacks be made on cities. 


( } ; However, 41 must clearly be understood that any decision 
to execute only a portion of the entire plan would involve 


‘acceptance of certain grave risks. 
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As earlier pointed out, the plan 10 designed for > JOST 


Caccution as a whole, and the e.cluslon of attack of any 
category or catecorics of targets would, in varying decrec, 
ς : 


decreasc the effectiveness of the plan. There 18 no effective 


mechanism for rupid re-worle of the alan, after omicr for its 


_eaecution, ror a different sct of conditions than for thich Ν δὰ 


Lt was prepared. Purther, the characteristics of the creater. | 


“not be fulfilled. SL os we ΕΣ ett 


majority of the Weapons nystems now committed to the plan are 


such that if withheld Trom thelr scheduled attack of aacigned 


— meme -. .. 
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targets their curyival for, subsequent usc “would not. be josured. Sinn 
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Thus, withholding of a “portion of the planned attack a - 7 
could degrade our pian and the forces committed to it to the © 
point that the task essential to our national survival might” ape τ τ Ὁ 


- 
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There are additional factors which bear on partial 
0 - 


execution of the STOP. ᾿ ᾿ 


The very great majority of targets now covered by the 
SIOP ate military in nature. For example, of about 1000 DdZs 
covered by the Plan, some 800° are military targeta. Further, - | --- «το 


we wet 
~~ «- nd 
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atomic weapons are relatively’ “fon-discriminating, particularly 
with respect to fallout. . Consequently, because of the 
relatively high mumber of military targets, the proximity of 
many of those targets to urban-industrial centers, and the 


characteristics of atomic weapons, there 18 considerable 


. question that the Soviets would be able to distinguish between 
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a total attack and an attack of military targets only 


-even if US authorities indicated that the US attack had been . οὐ 
. πα τοᾶ to attack of military targets. - ° 


"Another point relates to the ‘thought that by concentrating - 
attack on military targets only, the damage inflicted by the 
Soviets on the United States might significantly be reduced. 

The current SIOP provides for a very high level of assurance 
of success against Soviet targets posing a direct muclear 
threat to the United States: Under any circumstances - even a 
preemptive attack by the US - 1t would be expected that some 
portion of the Soviet long-range nuclear force would strike 


the United States. 


It 18 not clear that increased welght of US effort 
against military targets over that already provided by the SIOP 
would significantly alter the strengti of ‘Soviet strikeson the 
US. Clearly the most important factor affecting damage to the 


- = - 


_US is that of whether the US acts in retaliation or preemption. 


As an additional point, while ‘personnel cusuulties 
would be .somewhat reduced if urban-industriai installations 
were not directly attacked, nevertheless, because of fallout 


from attack of military targets and co-location of many military 


. targets with urban-industrial targets, the casuelties would be 


many millions in number. Thus, limiting attack to military 


targets has little practical meaning as a humanitarian measure. 


The Single integrated Operational Pian was designed to 
meet requirementa under conditions such that our national 
survival is at stake. If the enemy were to launch an all-out 
waclear attack aguinet the US and its ailies during the current 
time period, the expected gross disruption of facilities, 


military ‘capabilities, “communications and control elements, 


. 


and other national assets imposes an overriding requirement 
.for simplicity of military response. This overriding 


requirement ceverely limits the operational responses which - 
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pay practically be planned . - - this “netuithetending how Ν RY 
desirabie some responses Individual2y night be under certain 


circumatances. The ability to defeat the enemy must not be 
lost by the introduction into: the SIOP of -an excessive number 
of options which would contribute to confusion and lower our 


assurance of success under the most adverse circumstances. - Ὁ 
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CONCLUSION re ma, ἫΝ 
_ in conelusion, we bélieve that ‘the current SIOP ΝΕ 
errectively integrates ina well-planned and coordinated Ν ; Ν 
attack the forces committed. Further, the plan is well οι 7 _ | Ε 
‘designed to meet the objectives prescribed in the policy 
᾿ governing its preparation. Attainment of those objectives 


should permit the us to prevail in event © of general “nuclear war. 
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